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Minutes of OB Conference

presented the CIA briefing on enemy main and local

forces. See Tab . Followisg the briefing ssked for

comzents from conference principals,

General Brown emphasized the need for a separste Comint report end
that the OB reflect all-source dats.

Col. Grehsm expressed some genersl reactions to the CIA report.
It wag true that the OB might exclude gome enemy units. But for every
case thet could be made for adding en epemy unit & cese could also be
mede for deleting an enemy unit. The MACV criteria mekes it hard to
drop & unit. Comint suggests thafﬁ many unite in the OB ghould be
dropped yet they are still in the OB. Bome of the differences between
CIA en¢ DIA estimetes did show that there were reporting problems.

 Col. Grahem expressed concern ebout besing OB estimates on ex-

trapolation, especially expolation besed on units that were not typical
of how the enemy fought. For exaemple, the enemy never fought as a
divislion., He admitted thst there were units MACV knew nothing about.
If the OB 1s expanding, more units coming into being, then MACV does
have a protlem. If the OB is contracting there isn't a problem. IL
CIA no longer felt that the enem& strength was declining overall theu
we did bhave & mejor problem. A change in 14.3 is implied.

There was then a preliminary discussion of how infiltration wes
handled in the OB which was discussed in more d?tail later in the

conference.
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Representatives from MACV neﬁ:t discussed differences in the
structures of variaus enemy divisions, the criteris for dropping enemy
forces, and what strength of enemy units was used in the OB. MACV
representatives msinteined that the strength of enemy units wes carried

at realistic levels, besed as fer as possible on firm intelligence.

"ﬁhe‘n this was lacking the assigned strength was sssumed; there was no

docking. 'The 273rd wes an exception, the unit had gotten back into
gshape very raplidly.

MACV claimed that when documents 8o become available they show that
the on hand duty strength of the unitﬁ is gererslly, althoygh not always,
less than the figure carried in the OB. |

Expleining further the details of sttriting specific units the
MACV representatives geve several exemples. If an enemy unit had been
in combat and suffered heavy casuaslties they would be charged to gpecific
units -~ e.g., the strength would decline from 1,000 to 600. 1If,
hovever, there was no firm evidence of the strength of &n enemy unit
the total assigned strength of the unit would be used.

The main MACV argument against the CIA position that not substantial
numbers of city units exists that are not in the OB was that if these
units existed they would heve been picked-up. Col. Graham indiceted
that MACV wes unwilling to estimate the force level of city units on the
basis of an extrapolation.

The discussion frequently returned to the question of the different
between OB accounting procedures and the making of an realistic estimate

of enemy strength.
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The MACV argument in rejecting the CIA view that there were
unlisted support personnel ismtegral to the divisions was as follows.
Divisiong semém control anything; the organizetions of divisions,
especially their rear echelon, vary greatly; if acting independently
the divislons don't need the additional support; independent uniis are
in the OB that may in fact be the support units to divisiouns. Much
of the MACV argument rested on circumstantial evidence that if separate
support units to the NVA Sth and ¥C 9th divisions had been around for
& long time and there 1s no evidence that they exist, then they
probably do not exist.

Col. Graham returned egein to an earlier theme. The MACY OB was

eh orderly, systemstic, approach. There were reasons for decreesing the
strength of theleneny a8 vell as increasing it. He maintained that he
had never known of an OB that was not inflated, and the present MACV

OB wag inflated too.

DIA, too, strong objJection to Col. Greham's statement.

He admitted thet all OB's cantaimﬁ dead wood, but by the very nature of

the problem, many more units were left out completely.

emphasized that the CYA study haed mede san honest effort to

be conservative. He hoped that & working group could resolve some of
the problems between the CIA and MACY estimates of enemy mein and local
strength. The question of newly identified units, smell units omitted,
and city and unusual units wes assigned to the working group.

The question of how to treat the TDY problem was given the
committee. MACV claimed thst the examples cited in the CIA draft report

did not, infact, accurately reflect MACY OB accounting procedures.

Wednegday Afternoon session «3-
10 April 1968
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. Minutes of the OB Conference

The meeting was convened by Mr. Paul Welsh at 0900.

Mr. écorge Allen, SAVA, presented m 'briefing on Comsunist
self-defense forces in South Vietnam. (See Tab ) Following
Mr. Allen's presentetion Mr. Walsh asked for & general comtent: of
the subJect by the principels at the conference.

General Brown complimented Mr. Allen for his excellent
presentation end made the foliwim mnts:

1) he could see no problem in *quantifymg %is particular force
structure of the enemy. There was a question as to whether we
should include the self-defense units as part of the enemy's military
forces. | _

2) 1t is very probsble thet the self-defense forces will become
relatively more importsnt in the ﬁpcming steges of the weor.

3) he was fevorsbly impressed with Mr. Allen's mthoﬂoloér s
that inade use of the HFE system for quentifying the self-defense forces.

Man next to Ceorge Allen:

-- commented that he was critical of sccepting enemy ;»mpﬁganda
a3 fact; that enemy goals for creeting self-defense units ghould not
be confused with their achievements. Furthermore, it should be
recognized that the "home guard” forces shift loyaslties quickly, and
that these "forces” were not a significent threat., If an'estimate" was
such forces were needed 1t should be that portion of the orgenizable

population undexr VC control.
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Col. Grahaw emphasized that it should be made clear thmt MACY
recognizes the self-defenge forces es exigting. It was his '
opinion, however, that 14.3 st&; the case 83 well as it can be done.
He wos opposed to quantifying this force, end believed that harm would
be done if people did-ingist on putting a number on 1t becausge it is
not part of ih,e militery threat sand serves no mesningful military
purpose . ; /'

Col. Grehar was critical of Mr. Allen's presentation becauge he
believed thet meny of Mr. Allen's quotes of Grap's military philosophy
on milits end self-defenase forces was setually describing jpuerrilia,
not self-defenge,

Mr. Allen's rebuttal emphasiiéd thet the self-defenge forces were
an important military link between the hamlet end political infrastructure.
Furthermore, "self-defense” could not be defined as all other inhabitants
under VC control that 1lsnd some support to the war effort, CIA would
resist any attempt to introduce an open-ended category that would,
in effect, approsch in sirze, the total manpower ruo&ces of the enewmy.
¥r. Allen also made it clesr that the CIA estimates self-defense unite
gre uot dependent upon the plen goels of the Communists. The under~
schleverment of goals was clearly recognized in the various models he
had presented and the conservative final estimate that was presented.
Pinally, he contented that it could not be shown that Grep strategy on
the uge of milita forces hed in fact been descredited or discarded by

the Communists.

«2-0
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surmarized the diseussion; Pirst, DIA and CIA vere

agreed.that the self-defense forces were 8 legitimate militery force
and should be quantified. 100,000 seemd ® reasonsble number. Ve
were 811 agreed thet qualitatively the self-defenge forces were second,
third rate, but these quality problems would easily be covered in a

textured diascussion of these forces. He stated that we can no longer

- avoid facing up to this problem, it is part of the manpover bese &nd

manpower drain.
Col. Grehem again plesded the cese £6r 14.3, his views were
unchenged. The military threet is distorted if you mdd the young, the

very old, the un-ermed.

steted that the questm weg vhether it was more mis-

leading to guote & figure that includes or excluden the self-defense

forces. leaving them out distorts the figure.

concluded the discuselon thet DIA and CIA would go with

an sgreed number and definition of its self-defense forces. Hopefully
MACV would go elong with this mwsbery if not MACV would be expected to

indicete why it would not go slong with the DIA-CIA figure.

Morning Session
12 April 1968
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Mr. Sme Adems, OER, gave the CIA position on the size of the
Communiat politicel infrastructure in South Vietnam.

The general reaction of ﬁgmcv delegetion was that Mr. Adams had
not presented any information thatm basically different from wﬁtt he
had presented irn Saigon in September 1967.

Lt. Robinson stated that MACV hsd revised its methodology since

September for estimating the Politicml OB of the Communists and had,

in fact', come part way in meeting some of Mr. Adams objectiona. BHe

denied that the estimate of enemy infrastructure at the district level
and above was obtained solely by using name lists compiled by MACV in
Saigon. Organizetional charts were used and organizations and units vere
included at times even though there was no specific information on their
existence.

Both Mr. Adems and Lt. Kelly agreed that the enemy's political
gtructure on OB had to be looked at as & spectrum extending from the top
leadership to thousands of party followers at the village level. The
heart of the disagreement between CIA end MACV was not where the line
should be drawn at any point slong the gpectrum but vhat should be
included within the spectrum. Much of the difference in viewpoints was
typified by discussions as whether typists in a security cell should or
should not be included in the political OB. The CIA position was that such
persons were full time employees, playing & significeant role in the
Communist infrastructure. The MACV position was that not every clerk or

guard should be counted. The cadre for an armed recommaissance unit

would be included but the total personnel would not be included.
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MACV meinteined that its data base was sufficlently complete that ease
hed to be looked at on an individual besis to decide what should be

counted,

There was an attempt to have the principsls come

to an agreed position by extending ft.he range of the estimate and broadening
the definition of the politicel infrastructure. This proved unsuccessful.
Col. Graham concluded that MACV's cstimmte of 80,000 to 90,000
looks better #ow than when it was errived at and he had seen no evidence
that would make him change his mind.
General Brown cbserved that wé still had the problem typified by the
full-time typist. If he doesn’t belong in the infragtructure where do
we put Ml

concluded the discussion of political infrestructure by

suggesting that we put aside the subject until we return to the subject

of how CIA would present itm estimates Of enemy atrength.
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Mr. Sam Adams, OFR, gave tbe CIA briefing on Assault Youth.
See Teb . |

&t the conclusion of the briefing om Asssult Youth

if the conference could agree that asgsault youth should be in the
ingurgency bese and that an estimate of 10~20,000 vas & reasonable
eatimate. He then asked for generni .Wnta.

Generel Brown, DIA, started the diseus;ion by stating thet he
believed mssault youth did exist and that they should be included in the
insurgency bhase. He a1d quettion,‘ﬂjhowmr, how fh‘ese forces could be
seperated from other enemy caiesories such as the self-defense units.

Col. Graham stated that he wanted to be very explicit on seversl
points. There was no question about the existence of assault youths and
they were part of an insurgency base; they did take casusliles. There
vere problems, however, about how these forces shoi:ld be described --
their role and functions -- and e&en more serious problems vhen it came
t0 devising & method for counting them.

Col. Graham described the Asssault Youth ss an orgenized labor pool;
some were gurerrille as well; above the district level some @ssault youths
were &lreedy in OB so that there was a danger of durable counting. In
addition, he was opppsed to counting someone who wvas not a military

threat.

CIA, emphasized that the Asseault Youth units were graded,

The top graded units left home; others did not. The CIA of 10,000-20,000

vas & reasonable, and conservative éstmte of full-time personuel, at
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the district level or above, The cm é‘.ld not iuclude these low

district levels, where double-counting vu‘ld be 8 problem. EBe emphasized

w these troops played an important military role, they gsve direct

support to armed troops in combat situstions or were activitly engsged

in direct militery mctions themselves. »
Col. Grsham objected what he claimed vas the CIA tendency to select

‘out catepories from the total ingurgency base, put nusbers on these

categories, which then because, at least to meny, a real enemy military

threat.

countered that intelligence had & responsibility for better

defining the total insurgency pyramid of the enemy. It vas not
appropriate to go all the way to the bage ~-- to 1ncl®e the total man-
power resources of the enemy --. However, neither was it correct to
regtrict the military threet to the very apex of the pyremid,

General Brown bellieved that the 10,000-20,000 estimate should be
accepted but consideration should be given to combining thie estimate with
egtimates of the self-defense forces. A discussion followed s in which
it wvas concluded that the agsault youth were actuaslly closer to villsge

guerrillas then self-defenge forces.

questioned the visdom of lumping together different

categories of enemy forces. He recommended that the subject be held in

abeyance along with self-defense forces.
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Minutes of OB %ﬁﬁﬁnce
Col. Greham, at the chairmmnb request, gave 2 short briefing on
how MACV attrites its monthly OB. At the beginning of the month the
enexry has & total force, for example, of 250,000 to 300,000 tmapis. B
This includes &ll kindg of enemy troops carried in MACV's OB including
politicel infrestructre.
During the month there are inputs and outputs to this force.
Battle casudltiez are a minuk
Non-battle casualties, ere & minus -- estimates ure made,
and Chieu Hol are known, are also & minus.
Infiltration is & plus -- This is based on historicel trends
end MACV's current sssessment of the infiltration.
Recruitment is & plus -~ Again an estinate, formerly 3,500
per month now up to 7,000 per year gince the Tet Offense.
Casuselties thet can be attributed to mein 2nd local, uadministrative
and political infrastructure are atirited specifically to these forces.
Political infrastructure doesn’t change much; herd slsc to attrite
direc:bly t0 adminigtrative forces.
The remainder of the lom;are attrited to the guerrills forces.
The rationsle for this step is that the esnemy upgrades his forces from
this pool of troops. During periods of heavy cesualties thet can not

be attrited directly to main and local forces the MACV methodology will

deplete the guerrilla base.
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However, every three months MACV takes an independent lock at
the strength of the guerrin%ibrcea thmgh the Ritz reporting system
and adjusts the guerrille figures a,ccm;dingly.

There was & long perioed of qﬁsﬁo;zing the MACV representatives
about the atiriting procedures and much ﬁu'uiness expressed, especislly
from the CIA representatives, about t?a /;Jroc&dures. The role of
the guerrs.ll;s wag e€speclially quegtioned.

The Ritz reporting system was eveluated differently by different
infividvals. Qeneral Brown reparted that he had lately beeh impregsed
by the system. Mr. Adams, pointed out @ mumber of weaknesses of this

system he had obgerved first hand, 'lh m representatives requested

R ’ A
we gec more of the dis-aggregated Rite reports. made & plead ®

that we get wore of this hind of information s0 that we cen offer
congtructive criticism.

The new representatives in reeponse to questiona further explained
details of the attrition process. All main &nd local forces are estirited
as evidence permits; they are not brought back to strength sutomstically
after & fixed intervel of time. If & seriously attrited unit becomes
agpressive again it is sssumed that the unit is back to strength; if
rev infiltrating groups come in country and move close to & understrength
unit 4t is assurmed that the unit is again back to stirength.

Infiltration is sssumed to totel 7,000 per month. If wore come
in during a given month, say the 19,000 earlier this year, the
infiltration figure becomes 19,000 not 7;000. Quesations were then

raised as to whether infiltration wasn't still understated, however,

P
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because 1o gllovance ves made for filler Qnits that would not be
picked up until much later.

In adjusting the OB retm#eﬁnly wvhen infiltration went above
the sssumed figure then the actusl figuve become the controlling imput.

pointed out that the MACY methodology made the guerrillia

estimate of MACV'S & Very vwolatile estimate end it seemed %o him that

NACV should avoid giving monthly changes in the guerrills figures.
There was next & general ﬂ,iscuﬁsion of the problems the Washington
comrunity hed beceause MACV's OB figures were publighed without a
spread. MACV msintained that they die, 4n fact, give a spread fo
this estimate but that the single mm'be:;- tradition wvas necessery because

of bookkeeping problems.

returned to the subject of ettrition and the concern in
to
Washington thet totsl snemy losses were be charged to only a portion

of the enemy's insurgency bese vhen it was cleer that numerous other
categories outgide MACV's order of battle were taking cssunlties,

Col. Grahem was aomevhat receptive to the nation of sitriting
from & larger base. Given losses of 10,000 in s month, perhaps 500
conld be attrited from specific mein and local and other units. A
glven percentage of the remainder could possibly be ittrite:d to units
outside the military 0B, Col, Grehsm suggested that after a number of
Ritz updetes, it perheps could be detemineé vhat percent of enemy losses
were not stsorbed by the guerrillas. Then this shere of the totel

cagurities would be sssumed to have come from these other categories.

-3-
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The chairmen hoped that the emnce could ultimately devise
e format Ly which MACV's clasgicel militery OB could be kept discrete
but he buttresacd by 8 mmber of edd-ons that would arrive at &n
estimate of totel enemy ntrenéth we 88 Opposed to enemy OB, Hopefully,
such & scheme would permit MACV ‘to use their figures for military
opefatioﬂs in Vietnam and also permit the Washington commumity to viev
the subject of enemy strength from e er perspective.
~Bﬁfh the chairmen and Genersl Brown throught it would be a frultful

exerclige if several persons were put to work on ways of atiriting

~the OB, attriting the insurgency ‘hue The chairman algo stated his
intention of neming & working group on Monday morning, hopefully to

bring the various estimates of mmin andlocal forces closer topether.

Friday afternoon session
12 April 1968

%
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ningsggrét OB Counference

2.

ralled the meetIng to order at 0900. The firet order of

business was the appointmert of a working group to study the question of

evemy mein and local forces. The chairman sppointed to this group,

directed to report back to the conference Monday efternoon.

Fhan returned t6 the finml discussion of Friday after-
noon and the possibility of the conference egreeing on a formet in which

both the direct military threat of the eneny could be presented and
@lso the size of his ingurgency bage. "This would be accomplished by
adding additional cetegories, cnretuily defined, and add-ong, agmin

carefully defined.

Col, Grshem responded to opening comments by steting

that any new group thet is teken from the total insurgency base and
given & number assumes &n unwarranted importance., The congumer gets
the impression that one group is significant; anather is not. He
.atated, & position stated previéusly on a number of occasions that,
Saigon does not feel that meaningful nurbers can be applied to meny
of thege categories. He was opposed 1o selecting 8 few groups end
labeling them the VC besge,

respouded that the ingurgency base, as defined by CIA,

414 define an enemy capebility. They vere organiged, performed specific
functions, and play a direct role in the war. As in earlier discusgions,

he emphesized thet the ingurgeucy base wes not the total MENPOVEY
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controlled by the VC or to which they hpd scceas. Such s broad

éefinition thet included the total alhyﬁwgrfbase would gerve no

meaningful purpose. | a
General Brown commented that the var;ous categories included in

the conrept of e&n ingurgency bmge mre of various degrees of value to the

enenmy. They are not as importtﬁ& g8 the forces in the militiry OB,

but they are there and have to be treated., Textural descriptions should

very carefully point out the role of guch “forces". He could not get

very excited sbout putting € mumber on them or not pﬁtting a number on

them. ﬁut with mmbers attached discusgiong of lossea become more

meaningfnl, aud realisticelly aﬁtﬁking it was necegsary o recognize that

nupbers had already been given them forces. The rigure§ were in the public

domain and will not go away. He persomally would probsbly favor one

number for the insurgency base, that was exclusive of the mil;tary OB,

Iater in the diacussion General Brown returned to this subject and

indiceted he had reservetions abeout fine breakdowns that had little to

support them g#nd aesked vhy it wean't sdequate to descridbe these forces

rather than count them.

The CIA position wes again resteted by la11en.

A brosd concept of insurgency base resulted in 1.8 million people -~
rales end fernaleg of military age -~ in Bouth V&eﬁnam; Thiz wes not
8 very ugeful conrept becanae it did not supply & breskdown of what

various groups did and how lmportant they were.
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Col. Grehem reiterated that he wes opposed to the CIA insurgency

bage of one-helf rillion becamse 1) he didn't believe it, 2) he didn't

accept CTA's evidence. He wag dggeaed to giving rurbers when there
wes 1o besis for such & mumber. He maintained that there ves much
rultiple counting in the CIA insurgency base figures.

There was then [ re discussion of the how different pergons would
vge au logurgency hese figure. Mr, , expressed concern that

some people would multiple 500,770 timeeg 5 or 10, to 1llustrste the

large number of forces needed to overcome the insurgency.
out
pointed thet stendexrd insurgency retios as vieved from the US position

were less important thet the retio the Cormunists near to achieve
victory in Vietnam,

Col. Grabem, returning to snother subject, criticized the general
importance gllocted to numberg. US should be interested in trends in
enemy strength, and trendsg in the quality of enemy strength. Both were
downward. ancé we should probably stop worrying ebout whether there

are .25 or .50 million in the insurgency hese.

reported that CIA had no conflirt with guch a statement.

Quality was important, trends were important; but quantitetive estimates
were important if for no other reagon thet they supply orders of

magnitude.

regponded to Col. Graham's remsrks by emphasizing that

CIA had¢ eddressed the qualitative problems in all of CIA's reports. He
admitted thet it would be nice not have to come up with certein numbers,

but this was not the world we live in.

~Fm




Approved For Release 2006/09/27 : CIA-RDP78T02095R000100020010-5

General Brown suggested that although it appesred that MACY was
not going to be a party to CIA numbers 1% could help in defining the
role of the verious categories of the insﬁrgeucy bage,

He made a special plea for reaching agreement on an estimate of
main and local forces. He V.felt e digagreement on this Lssue would go
right up to the White Housg; He stated that the maln and bcal forces

egtimate was the mein igsue,

returned to the subject of @ new format for pregenting

estimates of enemy strength. Be stated had teaken & first

cut at puttiong together such & set of figures and tﬁis wes ready for
congideration, See Tab .
General Brown commented on the need to separate sof't numbers from
hard numbers. He made same general comments on attaining sgreement on
- the sizeable force of full-time guerrillﬁn. He mlgo commented that in
the kind of war presently being fought, administretive services would

have to be maintalned at a high level.

distributed Tab X, and emphssized that it was important

to consider the text that went along with the table., The text would
Tlag, the concept and definitions behind the figures and how they should

and should not be uged.

There was some discussion of the cut off date of Tab X

stated the distributed table should have 8 cut off of 31 December.

suggested that the conference first discusgs the Political

Infragtructure figures given in Teb X.

b
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The discussion was mimilar to earlier discussion on Politicel
Tnfragtructure. Lt. Robinson, stated thed fn MACV's view political

fofragtructures meant a leadership apperatus, support groups could be

pecruited as needed, it was misleading to say thet typists or guards

were a threst. If we deal with the "prefessiorsél" these other types
will go home. _

Col. Robingon mainteined that CIA's estimate of 20-30,000 in a
politicel infrestructure support group ves not & meaningful figure

and not worth the trouble.

| Iresented a counter argument by posing the question:

Can the professicnal infragtructure be maintained without these
supporting workers? He maintained it could not.

There was then a general discussion of the composition of the
political infragtructure. A number of opinions were expressed that it
appeared thet the mmbers in the two politicel categories of infrastructure -~
professional, supporting, appeared inverted. The figure 20-30,000
geemed low as &8 supporting cadre base.

Col. Grahem reiterated his position that if one wants to pick up
supporting groups then there were all kinds of supporting groups that
should be included.

As he paw the problem the govermment needed to know the importanﬁ
infrastructure that is in the country. CIA's new breakdown was & new
way to get around the problem but all these questions had been Pully
discussed last year in writing 14.3. He could see no reascn for any

high authority being concerned with the number of clerks and guards.

-5
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jtated that he believed the evidence vas overwhelming

thaet the support personnel to the political infrastructure should be
included. There was other comments by DIA officials stating that the
exigting definitions of infragtructure would require the inelusion of
the support personnel.

The State representative sgreed with the CIA position that there
should be more thén one category under political infrastructure. He
did not, however, heve any basis for ieccmmg an estimate of 20,000

30,000,

Mondey gession
15 April 1968
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proposed 8 working group be estimated that would

inzlude Sem Adams eud Lt, Robinson tavorle et the politi &) infra-
stru ture OB an" see if 8 common agreement could be resched,

It. Xelly thaugst thet it would be impossidle to come to av
agreement without both Adems anc himself returning to Saigon &
going through the MACV files. He wes certain they éoul& otpe up with
a mmber thet counted the number 0f personnel excluded by MACV but
included in Sem Adems rveport. ’I’hu would not resolve the broader

question, however, as whether thesge _perm should be inciuded in the

political infrastructure,

Iemphuized thet the proposed adjustment to the political

infrastructure OB would have MACV's mumberg and definitions in tact.

DIA addressed the general problem of definition of the political
infragtructure. Did it include officemand non-officers; professionals
and non~prore§sionals. There wag no di;asremnt that definition was
& complex problem. Mr. Adams in his briefing had spoke of the

spectrum problem on several occesions.

boncluded the morning session by emphasizing that CIA

had presented a report indicating that the political infrastructure
wes in the oxder of 100,000 to 120,000. Did the conference agree that
within this infrestructure there were £0,000 to 30,600 low level persons that
still made & significant contribution to the tbtal political apperatus.
If 80 they should be included. |

The meeting adjourned until 1300.

Monday morning session
15 April 1968
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Minutes of OB Conference

!ﬁie chairman convened the conference st 0900.

The cheirmen announced the way 1n vhich the cmnm report
would be subpitted to ¥Mr. Helms. The CIA position on enemy sirengths
would be submitted as revised ss & result of conference deliberations,
Fe would also submitt a report on the confereunce and give the positions
of each of the principels. Attached t0 the report would Le & series of
methodological ammexes. Written comtributions from DIA and MACY,
steting their positions, were invited; -

The chairman next msked the working group on politicel infra-
structure to report on the attempt to reach an agreed position on whitu
ghould be included in this category.

Mr. Adams, chairmen of the working group, repeated some of his
earlier comments sbout the definitionsl problewms. A ranking VO if
gpgked for the size of tle VO political mtnstmctm would not know
vhat wag even beirg asked.

The working group gererally agreed thet there were support elements
to the politicel infrastructure st the district level and mbove that
would make the totel in excess of 84,000. | The MACV position, however,
was that & typist, clerk, or guard could be replaced tomorrow and
therefore was not important enough to count. The CIA position remained
that thepe support elements were important ;nd should be counted.

The working group recommended, in an attempt to get some agreement,

that 85,000 be carried as the sigze of the political infrastructure, but
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" a footnote be ar}ﬁed 1ndicat11§ that there were additiomal eupport
personnel at the district m:;}. end sbout which had not been quantified.
The chairmen next asked the confem#ce -:mncapals to comment on
the recommendetions of the working groupe.
MACY and CINCPAC represeniai:hegf”;;ated that they were kzapiﬁg
their range of T5-85,000 and gaw no reason not to keep with 14.3.
DIA stated it preferred an estimate of 85,000, but this wes

leter modified to & spread of frem 80-90,000,

stated that in &s much as the conference hacd not come

gy closer on the subject s a result of mmerocus discussions CIA

was keeping with ites earlier pomition,

&9, 000-50, 000 professional cadre

10, 000-30,000 ’ support persommel
90, 020-129,000 ' Totml political infrastructure

The chalrmen also noted thot dmasiéu of the conference made
1t cleer thet a mmber of participants were uncasy about the definitional
problems behind the category. There had been fe&r expressed that we
heve in fact in meaguring &n inverted pyremid thet did not glve a
true plcture of enemy strength.

Col. Grehem and all participants indicated that all were in favor
of re-exemination, There wes less agreement about how re-examination

wvas relsted to redefinition,

Tuesdey sesgion
16 April 1968
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The conference recomvened on & digcussion of the CIA e¢stimetes
of administrative services comtained in Tadb s Which had been: -

distrituted Monday morning.

stated that mmbers ghould be added for

administrative forces out of the country. He indicated these would
total 10,000-20,000 and include forces subordinate to the IMZ, B-3
front, and some in Laog. 3

Col. Grahem indicated that Ssigon had been questioned on this
question end had replied that 5,500 additional personnel was outside
South Vietuam end not carried in the MAC.'! OB. These included forces
in the DMZ end the B-3 front only, uot Laos. Be mede the further
observation that there was some sdminigtrative service units who were
in the OB but actually sutside the'country.

The DIA delegation voiced the opinicn that the MACV estimates
seem low; DIA had 5,000 in the IMZ area alone; the magnitude of the
effort would suggest more. - ,

There then was & discussion of geographic limitations. DIA
thought it was appropriate to go 25 miles north of the DMZ and the
same distance into Leos and include all administrative forces within
this area,

MACV wanted & range of 30,000 to 40,000 for edministrative services.
DIA wanted MACV's in country strength and an sdditionsl 10,000 to 20,000
for out of country strength, giving e total estimate of 47,700 to 57,000.
CIA reteined its estimate of 75,000 to 100,060 including out of country

forceg.
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The chairmen raised the issue that he had previously showed
General Brown CIA's estimate of 75,000 to 109,000, General Brown had

told the chairman that this seemed ressonsble to him. The cheirman

asked the DJA delegation if this had been & commitment.

stated if the:tenersl said thet, he didn't mean it.
There was then 8 period of considerable confusion in the DIA
delegetion as to what their position had bgen Or presently vets.

stated that anything we accept above the MACV figure is

a great feeling. But hdmitted that she could first fly

an additional 16,000 adminigtrative service troops with country.

Iasked how DIA had errived at a Thursdey estimate of 60

to 70,000. DIA replied that this number had included sdditional troops

in Iaos Panhendle.

Leater |tated thet there was logic to the DIA position,

Looking &t the combat strengths, there are places vhere asdministretive
service troops‘art lacking. The eneny's administrative problems are
such that they do need more people whe must be working on u full-time
basis. He stressed the need for more research. Untll DIA had made
8 full study they could not go along with CIA even though admitiedly
the DIA research might result in even lighter figure.

In concluding comments MACV reitersted 1te stand that out of
country administrative forces were in the order of 5,000 to 6,000 and
stands on the agreed SNIE agreed figurea. State indiceted that 4t agrees

with the CIA pogition. The service representatives took no position,

I~ 28
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CINCPAC representative agreed with the MACY position, rejects
CIA and DIA in country add-oms, and sccepts a 5,500 add-on for out
of couatry direct support. S .

The conference next took up the subject of gueirim forces.

MACV gave the following estimates of enemy guerrilla strength,

71,700 on 31 December 1968; 70,360 coriictgd; and 75,500 in March,

corrected; a range of T0,500 . 80, 000.

DIA gave it's estimate es 70,000 te 80,000 s of 1 Jaruary 1968,
These were full-time guerrillss. DIA epuld see no reason for not going
glong with MACY. -

Col. Grshem then answered @ question aa to what was in the MACV
guerrilla estimate. Both viliege and hamlet guerrillas were included.
Self-defense sre not included, btut ell guerrillas are included. The Ritz
programs mekes no distribution between full-time and part-time
guerrillas, There is also no breakdowm between hamlet and villsge
guerrillas,

The chairman asked if some programs vasn't being made by the CIA

breakdown of guerrillas into two categories full-time and part-time.

| | thought it was hard to separate self-defense and

hamlet guerrillas. Mr. Allen pointed out that these were separate
categories,

Col. Greham commented that it wes possidle to count guerrillas but
not break them down by type. BHe admitted that R 142 reports map include
sore self-defense persomnel. He thought that attempts to breakout enemy

forces into gseparate categories was a pedantic exercige.

-3
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Mr. Allen countered Ly stressing that breskdowns of eremy
strength were necded if his capsbilitles were to be fully understood.
Re believed it was vital. |

The discussion thep md uta asssult youth end seli'-defense.

The chairmen stated that on Fridey he had thought CIA and ITA were

in egreement. What hed happened since? spoke of DIA STAT

preferrifip & category of self-defense/qecret selfudefense/sssadlt
youth.

A d1scussion followed as to the appropristions of lumping together
these forces. Mr. Adems ypointed out that the self-defense forces
were subordinate to the military sffairs cammittees. The asgeault youth
were suboxrdinate to the forwerd supply councils. They were young,
readily up-gradeble, and 1 in § had a rifle or sulmachine gun. The
assault youth were relatively Pew but s much more formideble group then
the self-defense.

Col, Grehem indicated that MACV felt these forces wer: adequately
deserived in the previous estimate. They cean not be guantified; there
shovld he no attempt to quantity them.

The State representetive believed the sassult youth should be kept
gseparate; their order of magnitude seemed OK. NBA indicated they would
like & range for the self-defense forces. It was tentatively agreed that
the CIA estimate would heve & range of 80-120,000 ingtesd of a flat
190,070,

b
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| | gave the repé of the working group on main

and ‘mml forces, See Tab, There was a ng and frequently confused
discussiou of adjusting the respective CIA and mcv’s 0B t2 1 January
1968 dats. BReconciling the SI dats, and the rvedu the CIA estimlte
of swall units omitted f‘rm 10-43.,000 to 5,006 All anveed that the
CIA adjustment should be dropped bueﬂ ‘on MACV's statement\gs to how
the unit strengths in the OB were carried. DIA was willing ‘:Q go alcmg
vith CIA that there should be am @dd-on of 5,000 for swall units ‘
omitted, DIA did not concur witl: CIA that there should however, be an

additional add-on for support units integral to the division.

Col. Greham indicated thet MACV was willing:to add a I5,000 to the

OB of 122,800 for the following remgong:
1) lasg in picking up units in OB
2) lag in dropping units from OB
3) imprecision in estimating unit strength
The discussion mede clear that MACV was willing to spread it main end
local OB by I 5,000 as long es it not have to Justify this spread with
sny of the specific CIA obligatioms to the MACV eatimate. Col. Grasham

withdrev his offer of s spread.

made clear that CIA hed been willing to cut back its

estimate of smell units from 10,000~11,000 to 5,000 to hopefully spur
some conference Sgreement. Seeing thet thig was inmpossible CIA was
keeping with its prior estimetes of small unidentified units and
unlisted support units.

Monday afternoon
15 April 1968




